In this randomized study 160 members of the Evaluation Research Society acted as judges to assess the attributes of research that produce credibility. The study focused on acceptability of no-difference findings, a long ignored but important domain of research.
Our knowledge of what influences acceptance of most research is incomplete, and we know less still about what influences the particular kind of research upon which we wish to focus in this article, namely no-difference research. We will use the expression &dquo;no-difference research&dquo; to refer to those studies in which no-difference results are either an intended purpose of the research or are important should they emerge. &dquo;Difference research&dquo; refers to studies that attempt to show a difference between groups or variables. With both types of studies the pattern of findings, either difference or no-difference, is of intrinsic interest to the research question(s) at hand. What we wish to emphasize is that no-difference research is an important subset of research and that no-difference outcomes can often be viewed as a desirable outcome of research rather than as an undesirable by-product of difference research.
Despite its relative neglect, no-difference research is central to many policy questions. Often, we want to determine whether to discontinue policies that no longer work (that is, lead to no difference). Do our methods of providing assistance to the poor remain effective? Does a particular drug continue to provide relief from pain? Is a given training method still successful in producing quality teachers?
No-difference research is likely to be important not only in diverse policy settings but also in a number of areas within a given policy setting. For example, health research is riddled with questions in which nodifference answers are important. We ask whether cesareans increase the risks for both mother and child (Sears, 1985) , whether more invasive surgeries for early forms of breast cancer enhance survival and quality of life (Fisher et al., 1985) , and whether nonnutritive sweeteners increase our chances of having bladder cancer (Havender, 1983) . In each instance, a no-difference conclusion has important implications, and research addressing these questions should allow relatively unambiguous conclusions.
Despite its potential importance, no-difference research has traditionally been very difficult to publish. This difficulty is most probably due to the fact that it is relatively easier to produce no-difference results than difference results (for example, use small samples, implement weak treatments at low integrity levels, utilize unreliable outcome measures; Sechrest and Yeaton, forthcoming). In addition, the null hypothesis is never, strictly speaking, likely to be true (Bakan, 1966 These particular four factors were chosen because they represented potentially important study aspects likely to be critical in the interpretation of no-difference results and because our preliminary work in compiling descriptive characteristics of no-difference studies suggested that they would be important factors in acceptability by the research community. The four factors and a brief rationale for their inclusion were as follows: randomization, since previous studies (for example, Cohen, 1979) have indicated its importance in the judged scientific merit of research; statistical power (Freiman et al., 1978) , since a no-difference conclusion and statistical nonsignificance will depend on sample size : and the sensitivity of the study to detect real differences (that is, avoid Type II error); the number of measures reported (Cook and Campbell, 1979) , because a pattern of no-difference findings among multiple measures would likely be more convincing than a single finding of no difference; and the equivalence of study groups on baseline variables, since nonequivalence is critical to both no-difference and difference conclusions whether or not random allocation has been utilized (Chalmers et al., 1983) .
Given a decision to limit the study to these particular four factors, specific study values were chosen with the following rationale. First, a commonly accepted rule of thumb for acceptable statistical power is .80 (Cohen, 1977) . A survey of 71 no-difference studies by Chalmers and his colleagues (Freiman et al.,1978) (Heberlein and Baumgartner, 1978) . A subset oJ~N participants was provided space to respond to questions on prepaymen checks to determine the effect of this format on rate of response (Yeaton ~j and Sechrest, 1985 (Cohen, 1977 (p less than .05, F = 2.52, df = 4/155), the randomization factor was significant at the .05 level, and the factor describing the number of outcomes reported was significant at the .10 level (the mean, randomization score was 6.1 whereas the mean, nonrandomization score was 5.1; the mean, three-outcomes score was 5.9 whereas the mean, one-outcome score was 5.3). When interaction terms were entered into the model, none of the overall F values were significant, and none of the main effect or interaction terms were significant.
A logit analysis was conducted in the no-difference case to determine if any models with the four factors, either with and without interactions, were significant. None of the models tested explained a significant amount of variation. (Among the models tested were the following: one that contained each of the four factors, one that contained each of the six double interactions, and one that contained factors found significant on the 1-10 scale.)
Analogous analyses were conducted in the difference case. When only main effects were tested in the model, the randomization factor and the factor describing the number of outcomes reported were significant at the.0 1 level. The overall F = 3.94 (df =4/ 155) was also significant at .01 I (the mean, randomization score was 6.1 whereas the mean, nonrandomization score was 5.2; the mean, three-outcomes score was 6.2 whereas the mean, one-outcome score was 5.1 ). When Cook and Campbell, 1979; Riecken and Boruch, 1974) have promoted it as a critical procedure for reducing uncertainty and providing relatively unambiguous conclusions to difference studies. In addition, we have found that methodological experts judge randomnization to be the most important single tactic in planning no-difference research (Yeaton and Sechrest, 1986 1. In one instance on page three of the questionnaire, the word "equivalent" was inadvertently included instead of "different." However, several very specific contexts made clear the fact that a difference study was being described. For example, the statement that the there was a statistically significant difference between groups on the measure(s) provided in the study was underlined and explicitly contrasted to the no-difference scenario described on page two. In addition, the two response options included in the second question were "accept as different" and "reject as different " (underlines in original). Given the redundancy in both the questions and the context to indicate that the scenario on page three characterized a difference study, we judged the mistake to be minor. In addition, several participants noted the mistake and gave written explanation that they had responded to a difference scenario.
